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ABSTRACT 


AUTHOR:  LTC  Kenneth  W.  Wisian 

TITLE:  Emerging  nuclear  powers:  India  and  Pakistan  since  1 998  and  the  United  States’ 

impact  on  regional  stability 

FORMAT:  Strategy  Research  Project 

DATE:  19  March  2004  PAGES:  37  CLASSIFICATION:  Unclassified 

A  stable,  peaceful,  South  Asia  is  essential  to  the  security  of  the  United  States.  In  1 998 
India  and  Pakistan  conducted  nuclear  tests  and  became  declared  nuclear  powers.  Less  than  a 
year  later,  India  and  Pakistan  were  fighting  a  limited  war  and  aggressively  rattling  their  nuclear 
sabers.  The  sustained  tensions  between  the  two  countries,  threats,  physical  proximity,  and 
power  asymmetry  result  in  an  unstable  situation.  The  U.S.  should  not,  and  likely  cannot, 
prevent  the  introduction  of  Anti-Ballistic  Missiles  to  the  region.  However,  the  U.S.  should  take 
steps  to  enhance  stability  including  facilitation  of  dialogue,  and  technology  and  information 
sharing,  all  the  while  promoting  confidence  building  measures.  Any  aid  should  be  contingent  on 
verifiable  nonproliferation  and  counter  terrorism  efforts.  Neither  country  is  likely  to  roll  back  their 
nuclear  programs,  but  they  are  at  a  plateau  of  nuclear  weapons  development  that  can  be 
maintained  with  modest  international  effort.  While  there  are  thus  a  variety  of  actions  that  the 
U.S.  can  take,  the  most  important  quality  in  any  course  of  action  is  consistency.  India  and 
Pakistan  are  very  sensitive  to  the  past  fluctuations  in  U.S.  interest.  It  is  vital  that  the  United 
States  adopt  a  more  sustained,  high-level,  and  nuanced  policy  in  South  Asia. 
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EMERGING  NUCLEAR  POWERS:  INDIA  AND  PAKISTAN  SINCE  1998  AND  THE  UNITED  STATES’ 

IMPACT  ON  REGIONAL  STABILITY 


The  threat  of  major  conflict  between  India  and  Pakistan  wili  overshadow  aii  other 
regionai  issues  during  the  next  1 5  years. 

— Nationai  Inteiiigence  Councii' 

The  Indian  subcontinent  is  the  most  iikeiy  piace  in  the  worid  for  a  nuciear  war. 

— M.V.  Ramana  and  A.H.  Nayyar^ 


INTRODUCTION 

South  Asia  is  a  voiatiie  region,  in  particuiar,  india  and  Pakistan  (Figure  1 )  have,  since  the 
end  of  the  Coid  War,  been  wideiy  regarded  as  the  two  countries  most  iikeiy  to  become  invoived 
in  a  nuciear  war.  The  cuiturai,  reiigious,  and  ideoiogicai  tensions  that  underiie  the  state-to- 
state  antagonism  are  very  deep-seated.  The  iong  and  contested  border,  frequent  armed  confiict 
and  mutuai  distrust  resuit  in  an  inherentiy  unstabie  situation  between  the  two  nuciear  armed 
rivais.  This  study  wiii  summarize  the  nuciear  history  of  India  and  Pakistan,  iiiustrate  the  dangers 
of  instabiiity,  and  examine  potentiai  U.S.  actions  to  enhance  stabiiity  in  this  contentious  region  of 
significant  security  interest. 

HISTORICAL  BACKGROUND 

For  a  thousand  years,  the  Indus  River  vaiiey  has  marked  the  border  between  the  Fiindu 
and  Musiim  worid.  The  eastern  side  of  the  vaiiey  forms  much  of  the  India-Pakistan  border 
today.  Though  Musiim  ruiers  wouid  in  time  ruie  more  than  haif  of  the  indian  sub-continent, 
conversion  of  the  majority  of  the  popuiace  to  the  House  of  isiam  generaiiy  stopped  at  the  Indus 
valley.’^  In  the  20’*'  century,  two  states  were  created  by  the  British  “Partition”  of  1 947.  India  was 
created  as  a  secuiar  democracy.  Pakistan,  inciuding  what  is  now  Bangiadesh,  was  created  as  a 
homeiand  for  the  region’s  Musiim  popuiation.  Vioient  conflict  has  been  the  most  consistent 
aspect  of  reiations  between  India  and  Pakistan  since  their  formation,  in  the  summer  of  1 947 
approximateiy  10  miiiion  peopie  rushed  in  opposite  directions,  Hindus  and  Sikhs  from  Pakistan 
to  India,  and  Musiims  from  India  to  Pakistan.  As  many  as  one  miiiion  of  these  peopie  were 
kiiied  as  communai  hatred  erupted.”  Since  then,  india  and  Pakistan  have  fought  major  wars  in 
1947-48, 1965,  and  1971. 

Not  iong  after  the  iast  major  war,  1 8  May  1 974,  india  detonated  a  nuciear  device  at 
Pokhran,  Rajasthan,  in  western  india.  The  fission  device  had  a  1 0  kiioton  (kt)  yieid.  it  was  as 
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tentative  a  step  as  could  be  taken  if  one  was  going  to  cross  the  nuclear  threshold.  India  stated 
that  the  test  was  a  “peaceful”  explosion,  and  that  it  had  no  intention  of  producing  nuclear 
weapons.®  Pakistan’s  reaction  to  India's  1 974  test  was  rather  subdued  initially,  perhaps 
because  it  had  already  begun  its  own  nuclear  weapons  program  in  1972,  following  the  1971  war 
with  India  in  which  it  lost  Eastern  Pakistan  -  now  Bangladesh.®  For  twenty-four  years  there  were 
no  more  official  developments  in  India’s  nuclear  weapons  program.'’  Indian  policy  for  this  period 
was  one  of  ambiguously  “keeping  the  option  open.” 
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In  1990,  tensions  between  India  and  Pakistan  rose  again  over  Kashmir.  By  this  time  the 
existence  of  a  Pakistani  nuciear  program  was  wideiy  suspected,  though  its  stage  of 
deveiopment  was  unknown.®  Both  countries  issued  not-so-veiied  threats  to  use  nuciear 
weapons  if  needed,  causing  significant  concern  in  the  West.'® 

THE  1998  TESTS 

On  1 1  May  1998,  India  became  a  deciared  nuciear  power,  ciaiming  to  have 
simuitaneousiy  detonated  three  nuciear  devices,  inciuding  fusion  and  boosted  fission  designs. 
Two  more  tests  foiiowed  on  the  1  S'"  of  May.  These  tests  caught  the  worid,  in  particuiar  the 
United  States,  by  surprise."  in  addition  to  the  poiiticai  whiriwind  caused  by  the  tests,  a 
technicai  controversy  deveioped  over  the  expiosive  yieids.  Pubiished  scientific  reports  generaliy 
estimated  the  totai  yieid  of  the  iargest  expiosions  at  1 0-25  kt,  significantiy  iower  than  India's 
ciaim  of  40-70  kt.'®  Why  does  yieid  matter?  The  vaiue  of  nuciear  weapons  is  in  deterrence. 
India  ciaimed,  in  the  first  test,  to  have  detonated  a  thermonuciear  weapon  that  was  deiiberateiy 
scaied  down  in  yieid  for  environmentai  safety.  Generaiiy,  thermonuciear  (a.k.a.  fusion  or 
hydrogen)  weapons  have  yieids  on  the  order  of  a  Megaton  (Mt),  or  about  one  to  two  orders  of 
magnitude  more  than  fission  bombs.  Technoiogicaliy,  fusion  weapons  are  aiso  considerabiy 
more  difficuit  to  buiid  than  fission  weapons.'®  Therefore,  the  potentiai  deterrent  effect  of  fusion 
weapons  is  much  greater  than  that  of  fission  weapons.  But  there  is  a  paradox:  If  your  opponent 
does  not  believe  that  you  have  a  weapon,  then  even  if  you  do,  it  has  no  deterrent  value.  As 
Henry  Kissinger  put  it: 

“In  the  Nuclear  age  a  bluff  taken  seriously  is  useful;  a  serious  threat  taken  as  a 
bluff  may  prove  disastrous.’’'" 

Thus  India  faces  two  major  credibility  problems  with  its  claim  to  possess  fusion  or  hybrid 
boosted-fission  weapons.  First,  the  claimed  yield  is  not  accepted  internationally.  And  second, 
even  if  the  yields  are  believed,  a  large  fission  weapon  rather  than  a  fusion  or  boosted  fission 
device  is  the  more  likely  source.  A  secondary  effect  of  the  controversy  is  that  it  calls  into 
question  the  reliability  of  India’s  weapon  designs.'®  This  credibility  problem  exerts  pressure  on 
Indian  leaders,  in  addition  to  the  already  strong  pressure  from  the  nuclear  R&D  bureaucracy,  to 
conduct  further  tests.'® 

As  soon  as  the  news  of  India’s  tests  broke,  the  West,  with  the  U.S.  in  the  lead,  swung  into 
high  gear  diplomatically  with  respect  to  Pakistan.  There  was  a  frenetic  effort  to  dissuade 
Pakistan  from  following  India  down  the  nuclear  road.  Both  penalties  and  incentives  were 
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advanced,  but  to  no  avails  It  was  as  if  the  firing  oircuit  at  the  indian  site  of  Pokhran  continued 
to  the  Pakistani  site  of  Chagai,  aibeit  with  a  fifteen-day  deiay. 

On  28  May  1 998,  just  over  two  weeks  after  India’s  tests,  Pakistan  ciaimed  to  have 
detonated  5  devioes  with  a  totai  yieid  of  up  to  45  kiiotons.  Two  days  iater  they  ciaimed  to  have 
detonated  a  sixth  device,  thus  “one-upping”  india’s  totai  of  five. Just  as  was  the  case  with 
India,  western  scientists  disputed  the  ciaimed  yieids,  and  estimated  a  totai  yieid  of  about  1 0  kt 
for  the  first  day. Pakistan  was  obviousiy  engaging  in  a  “tit-for-tat”  effort  with  India.  As  the 
former  Prime  Minister,  Zuifikar  Aii  Bhutto,  stated  in  1965,  Pakistan’s  position  was  (and  remains): 

If  India  buiids  the  bomb,  we  wiii  eat  grass  or  ieaves;  even  go  hungry,  but  we  wiii 
get  one  of  our  own.^” 

The  internationai  community’s  non-proiiferation  efforts  with  respect  to  india  and  Pakistan 
have  focused  mainiy  on  treaties  and  controi  regimes,  such  as  the  Non-Proliferation  Treaty 
(NPT)  and  Comprehensive  Test  Ban  Treaty  (CTBT),  technoiogy  controis,  and  coercive 
sanctions.  Whenever  nuciear  deveiopment  gained  momentum  in  either  India  or  Pakistan,  the 
U.S.  conducted  intense  efforts  to  hait  or  turn  back  the  nuciear  ciock.  However,  at  times  when 
the  U.S.  needed  Pakistani  heip,  such  as  to  counter  the  USSR  in  Afghanistan,  deveiopment  was 
aiiowed  to  proceed  iargeiy  unhindered.^^  The  U.S.  Congress  aiso  intervened,  passing  iaws 
requiring  sanctions  against  proiiferators.  These  iaws  can  iimit  U.S.  freedom  of  action  on  the 
poiiticai  front  at  criticai  junctures.^^ 

At  the  most  basic  ievei,  aii  these  internationai  non-proiiferation  efforts  faiied  because  both 
India  and  Pakistan  are  now  deciared  nuclear  weapons  states.  However,  this  shouid  not  be 
interpreted  to  mean  that  non-proiiferation  efforts  were  wasted.  The  fear  of  internationai 
sanotions  and  censure  greatiy  retarded  nuciear  deveiopments  in  both  countries  and  have  to 
date  preciuded  further  testing.  After  the  1 974  indian  test,  there  was  a  gap  of  24  years  before 
India  tested  again,  and  for  roughiy  haif  that  time,  Pakistan  probabiy  had  a  nuciear  capacity  too, 
but  did  not  test.  So  why,  in  the  end,  did  both  countries  “go  nuciear”?  A  combination  of  security 
concerns,  domestic  poiitics  and  bureaucratic  infiuence  deveioped  enough  force  to  push  past  the 
resistance  to  nuciear  deveiopment.  Once  India  tested,  the  domestic  pressure  within  Pakistan  to 
foliow  suit  was  irresistibie.^'^  The  iesson  is  that  whiie  non-proiiferation  efforts  may  not  stop  a 
determined  state,  they  can  have  a  significant  effect.  It  is  quite  possibie  that  more  focused  and 
consistent  efforts  on  the  part  of  the  U.S.  couid  have  prevented  the  overt  nuciearization  of  South 
Asia  indefiniteiy. 


4 


THE  KARGIL  CONFLICT 

In  1 999,  less  than  one  year  after  declaring  its  nuclear  power  status,  Pakistan  launched  an 
operation  on  the  Indian  side  of  the  Line  of  Control  (LoC),  in  Kashmir,  near  the  town  of  Kargil 
(Figure  2).  The  LoC,  the  de  facto  border  between  the  Pakistani  and  Indian  controlled  sections 
of  Kashmir,  was  delineated  by  mutual  agreement  in  1 972.  Since  then,  with  the  exception  of 
artillery  and  small  arms  exchanges  and  smuggling/insurgent  infiltration,  the  LoC  has  generally 
been  respected.  It  should  be  noted  that  the  LoC  stops  short  of  the  Chinese  border,  and 
demarcation  between  the  sides  in  that  remote  and  inhospitable  region  is  debated.  In  particular, 
since  1 984  both  sides  have  fought  for  possession  of  the  Siachen  Glacier.  This  highest 
battlefield  in  the  world  (-18,000  ft)  is  expensive  in  terms  of  men  and  resources  for  both 
countries  to  maintain.^'*  The  international  significance  of  the  Kargil  conflict  is  that  it  was  “the  first 
major  conventional  armed  conflict  to  be  fought  in  the  nuclear  age  between  two  nuclear-weapon- 
capable  states.”^® 

Taking  advantage  of  routine  winter  abandonment,  by  both  sides,  of  high  altitude  positions 
along  the  LoC,  Pakistan  moved  in  late  winter/early  spring  (February-April)  to  occupy  the  high 
ground  on  the  Indian  side  of  the  LoC  in  several  sectors.  From  here,  Pakistan  could  interdict 
Indian  supply  lines  running  to  northeastern  Kashmir.^®  Once  fully  aware  of  the  situation,  in  May, 
India  brought  in  significant  additional  forces.  From  the  beginning,  India  imposed  and  appeared 
to  circumspectly  limit  its  forces  by  staying  on  the  Indian  side  of  the  LoC,  despite  the  strong 
military  disadvantages  of  doing  so.  Pakistan  claimed  that  the  forces  involved  were  local 
“freedom  fighters”,  but  India  provided  substantial  evidence  of  Pakistan  Army  participation. 
Pakistan’s  refusal  to  admit  the  obvious  cost  it  dearly  in  terms  of  international  opinion.^^  By  July 
Pakistan  was  beleaguered  internationally,  and  the  United  States  had  sided  squarely  with  India  - 
a  development  that  appeared  to  stun  Indian  leadership.^®  Ultimately,  Pakistani  President  Sharif 
had  little  choice  but  to  withdraw  his  forces.  By  the  end  of  July,  India  had  reclaimed  the  lost 
territory,  though  at  substantial  cost  to  both  sides.®® 

During  the  Kargil  conflict,  both  sides  issued  inflammatory  statements  relating  to  the 
possible  use  of  nuclear  weapons.  These  statements  were  in  the  long-standing  tradition  of 
South-Asian  politics,  where  provocative  hyperbole  is  often  voiced,  as  much  for  domestic 
consumption  as  international.  Immediately  after  becoming  nuclear  powers,  India  and  Pakistan 
expressed  great  confidence  in  their  ability  to  control  any  escalation.  To  western  governments 
however,  the  Indian  and  Pakistani  confidences  were  naive.  Coupled  with  the  bellicose  public 
statements,  the  rhetoric  was  alarming  and  damaged  the  responsible  nuclear  power  image  that 
India  and  Pakistan  were  fostering.®®  To  their  credit,  both  India  and  Pakistan  appeared  to  set 
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tight  limits  on  the  military  once  the  fighting  started,  apparently  te  prevent  escalatien.  India’s 
military  restraint  and  diplomacy  in  particular  earned  respect  internationally  and  to  some  degree 
offset  the  damage  done  by  the  saber  rattling. 
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FIGURE  2.  DETAIL  OF  THE  KASHMIR  REGION.^' 


The  Kargil  conflict  was  a  severe  blow  to  what  had  appeared  to  be  a  major  thaw  in 
relations  between  the  two  states.  While  there  is  much  debate  about  Pakistan’s  reasons  for  the 
Kargil  eperation,  there  is  general  consensus  that  the  quasi-democratic,  military-dominated 
gevernment  of  Pakistan  did  not  adequately  “what-if”  the  operatien.  In  particular,  they  severely 
misjudged  Indian  and  internatienal  reaction.  It  is  likely  that  Pakistan  ceunted  on  international 
pressure  te  halt  fighting  before  any  gains  were  lost.  There  was  also  apparently  little  thought 
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given  to  the  possibility  that  the  cover  stcry  of  an  insurgent  operation  without  Pakistani  support 
might  not  be  believed?^ 

Why  did  Pakistan  proceed  with  the  Kargil  operation?  Most  likely,  Pakistani  leaders 
perceived  that  the  Kashmir  insurgency  was  faltering,  and  that  the  ccnventional  pcwer  gap  with 
India  was  growing.  It  was  thought  that  with  nuclear  weapons  backing  them,  Pakistan  could 
successfully  engage  in  lew-level  conventional  operations  with  relative  impunity.  Pakistan,  a 
nen-status-quo  state,  had  few  options  and  limited  leverage.  Continued  agitation  in  Kashmir, 
while  costly  and  illogical  to  some  outside  points  of  view,  might  have  been  seen  as  the  best  of 
the  available  bad  choices.®'^  What  then  was  the  strategic  objective?  Pakistan  probably  sought 
to  re-energize  the  Kashmir  insurgency,  bring  international  attention  to  Kashmir,  and  perhaps  tc 
create  a  bargaining  chip  for  use  against  India.  With  the  exception  of  getting  international 
attention  focused  cn  Kashmir,  Pakistan  failed  to  attain,  and  perhaps  even  lost  ground  on,  its 
objectives.^'*  Even  here,  most  of  the  international  sentiment  was  in  India’s  favor.  As  Robert 
Wirsing  summarizes: 

...  there  is  nc  reason  to  quibble  with  the  obvious  fact  that  the  Kargil  cperation, 
viewed  from  almost  any  angle,  was  ill  timed. ..Given  the  frequency  ef 
international,  especially  American,  warnings  in  the  post-tests  period  about  the 
nuclear  dangers  inherent  in  the  volatile  Kashmir  dispute,  the  time  was  clearly 
unripe  fer  premeditated  exhibitien  of  one’s  heedlessness  in  the  face  of  those 
dangers.^® 

Following  the  failure  in  Kargil,  Pakistan  President  Nawaz  Sharif  and  General  Pervez 
Musharraf,  the  Chief  of  Army  Staff,  battled  politically  over  responsibility  for  the  failure.  In 
Octeber  1999  Musharraf  deposed  Sharif  as  head  of  state,  effectively  remeving  any  remaining 
civilian  input  from  Pakistani  strategic  decisicn-making.®®  The  Kargil  conflict  thus  vividly 
illustrates  the  instability  that  permeates  the  India-Pakistan  rivalry  and  the  need  fer  U.S.  actien  to 
lessen  the  danger. 

TO  THE  PRESENT 

Shortly  after  the  1 998  tests,  a  select  Indian  committee  published  a  draft  nuclear  doctrine 
for  India.  The  main  points  included:  no  first  use  (with  some  exceptions),  a  secure  second-strike 
capability,  a  triad  cf  delivery  systems,  and  a  defined  chain  ef  command.  Overall,  the  report 
reads  like  a  roadmap  to  a  mature,  rebust.  Cold  War  era  nuclear  system,  similar  in  scope  but 
smaller  in  scale  than  those  ef  the  United  States  or  Russia.®^  India  indeed  appears  to  be 
following  the  draft’s  plan.  In  the  spring  of  2002,  four  years  after  beceming  a  declared  nuclear 
power,  India  began  publicly  establishing  a  fermal  nuclear  command  and  control  (C®)  system.®® 
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The  chain  of  command  runs  from  the  Nuclear  Command  Authority  (NCA)  through  the  Chairman, 
Chiefs  of  Staff  Committee  to  the  Strategic  Nuclear  Command 

Pakistan  has  not  released  anything  equivalent  to  the  Indian  draft,  but  its  nuclear  doctrine 
appears  to  have  solidified  more  quickly  than  India’s,  probably  due  to  unfettered  military  control 
of  the  nuclear  program.'*'’  The  Pakistani  NCA  appears  to  consist  of  the  President,  Prime 
Minister,  Foreign  Minister,  and  senior  military  officers.'**  However,  the  president  and  senior 
military  commanders  likely  possess  the  real  authority. 

India  intends  to  be  recognized  as  a  great  power,  and  is  pursuing  a  robust  military 
capability  to  match.  India  is  currently  on  a  military  buying  spree,  including  small  arms,  heavy 
bombers,  AWACS,  aircraft  carriers  and  nuclear  capable  submarines.'*^  India  is  also  negotiating 
with  Israel  to  purchase  an  Anti-Ballistic  Missile  (ABM)  system.'*®  Since  this  missile  was 
developed  with  the  help  of  United  States  funding,  the  U.S.  holds  approval  rights  for  any  sales  of 
the  system  to  other  countries.  The  system’s  relatively  short  range,  on  the  order  of  tens  of 
kilometers,  and  reentry  phase  attack  mode  make  it  a  point  defense  weapon,  not  a  countrywide 
shield.'*'*  Whether  intended  or  not,  India’s  force  improvement  seriously  exercises  Pakistan’s 
psychological  need  to  keep  up  with  India  at  all  costs  and  consequently  strains  the  Pakistan 
economy. 

Pakistan  is  historically  very  sensitive  to  perceived  closing  windows  of  opportunity. 

Between  1 947  and  1 971 ,  Pakistan  repeatedly  took  risks  when  a  closing  window  of  opportunity 
was  sensed.'*®  This  tendency  has  continued  at  least  to  the  1 999  Kargil  conflict,  where  a  closing 
window  of  opportunity  appeared  to  contribute  to  the  decision  to  proceed  with  the  operation.'*® 
Pakistan  could  be  presented  with  another  closing  window  by  moving  towards  dependence  on 
ballistic  missiles  as  the  sole  reliable  method  of  nuclear  weapon  delivery.  '*^  Pakistan  is 
presumed  to  plan  on  a  first  strike  due  to  its  conventional  inferiority  and  to  its  lack  of  strategic 
depth.'*®  The  reliability  of  Pakistan’s  first  strike,  let  alone  its  second  strike  capability,  is  thus 
crucial  to  its  feeling  of  security  vis-a-vis  India.'*®  The  development  of  a  comprehensive  Indian 
ABM  system  could  shatter  Pakistan’s  feeling  of  security.  Indian  leaders  already  publicly 
express  confidence  that  India  could  survive  any  attack  that  Pakistan  could  deliver  in  a  nuclear 
war.®®  While  no  ballistic  missile  defense  is  100%  effective,  a  sophisticated  ABM  system  could 
greatly  reduce  penetrations  by  a  modest  force  to  a  very  small  number.  At  the  very  least,  an 
Indian  ABM  system  might  spur  a  “race”  or  counter  on  the  Pakistani  side,  within  the  limits  of  their 
economy. 

Concurrent  with  pursuing  ABM’s,  India  is  also  taking  steps  to  close  off  other  delivery 
options.  India  is  purchasing  advanced  radars  and  new  air-to-air  fighters,  thus  keeping  in  check 
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Pakistan's  ability  to  use  either  aircraft  or,  to  a  lesser  extent,  cruise  missiles  as  an  alternative  to 
ballistic  missiles.®^  Some  Pakistanis  have  gone  so  far  as  to  state  that  they  would  use  a  bullock 
cart,  if  necessary,  for  nuclear  weapon  delivery.  The  coupling  of  Pakistan’s  historical  sensitivity 
to  closing  windows  of  opportunity,  with  the  perception  of  a  decline  in  effectiveness  of  the 
Pakistani  nuclear  force,  could  result  in  a  dangerous  situation. 

A  major  argument  advanced  by  both  India  and  Pakistan  in  favor  of  their  being  responsible 
nuclear  powers  is  the  behavior  of  the  established  nuclear  powers.  In  the  more  than  half-century 
since  1 945,  nuclear  weapons  have  not  been  used.  Hence  the  argument:  just  as  the  U.S.  and 
USSR  behaved  responsibly,  so  will  India  and  Pakistan.  However  as  Peter  Beckman  states: 

“...the  historical  record  reveals  that  young  nuclear  nations  are  more  likely  to 
consider  using  such  weapons.  As  states  join  the  nuclear  club,  they  will  need  to 
pass  through  a  period  of  maturation  in  which  there  will  be  such  temptation.  1 998 
marked  only  the  beginning  of  India  and  Pakistan’s  nuclear  youth.’’®® 

As  more  information  comes  to  light  about  the  first  few  decades  of  nuclear  history,  it  has 
become  evident  that  the  nuclear  peace  of  the  Cold  War  was  not  nearly  so  robust  as  had  been 
generally  supposed,  and  that  luck  appears  to  have  been  too  important  a  factor  in  the  “long 
peace”  to  put  much  reliance  on  the  Cold  War  as  a  model  for  peace  between  nuclear  rivals.®'' 
Assuming  that  deterrence  is  not  automatic,  what  action  can  the  U.S.  take  to  increase  nuclear 
stability? 

US  GOALS  AND  OPTIONS 

The  National  Security  Strategy  (NSS)  of  the  United  States  is  the  capstone  statement  of 
policy  of  the  U.S.  with  respect  to  security,  and  puts  forth  fundamental  U.S.  interests 
internationally.  The  NSS  identifies  eight  priorities:  human  dignity,  combating  terrorism,  diffusing 
regional  conflicts,  preventing  Weapons  of  Mass  Destruction  (WMD)  threats,  global  economic 
growth,  promoting  open  democratic  societies,  working  with  other  major  powers,  and 
transforming  U.S.  government  security  organizations.  South  Asia  figures  prominently  in  the  first 
seven  of  these  priorities.  Thus  it  is  clear  that  the  U.S.  will  be  involved  in  the  region.  The  only 
questions  are  how  and  to  what  extent.  The  NSS  goes  on  to  state  that  the  greatest  danger  to  the 
U.S.  is  from  the  intersection  of  radicalism  and  technology.  ®®  The  U.S.  must  ensure  that  this 
does  not  occur  in  Pakistan  or  elsewhere  in  South  Asia.  In  this  context,  there  is  much  less 
concern  about  the  security  of  Indian  WMD  technology.  Indian  goals  and  actions  in  this  vein,  if 
not  treaty  commitments,  are  reassuring. 

The  NSS  clearly  treats  India  as  an  emerging  regional  and  perhaps  international  force. 

The  dominant  themes  with  regard  to  US-India  relations  are  recognition  of  shared  interests  and 
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the  desire  to  strengthen  the  relationship.  Pakistan  is  given  less  emphasis.®®  This  is  not  to  say 
that  Pakistan  should  be  discounted.  It  is  in  the  U.S.  and  even  Indian  interest  to  ensure  that 
Pakistan  remains  viable  and  does  not  become  a  failed  state.  Pakistan  is  a  key  to  stability, 
regionally  and  beyond.  While  many  analysts  and  U.S.  government  officials  go  to  great  lengths 
to  show  equal  deference  to  India  and  Pakistan,  there  can  be  no  hiding  the  fact  that  India  is  the 
dominant  power  in  the  region  with  more  international  influence  and  standing.  Furthermore,  this 
disparity  between  India  and  Pakistan  will  only  grow  in  the  foreseeable  future. 

Recognition  of  the  power  disparity  between  India  and  Pakistan  is  integral  to  any  realistic 
strategy  for  the  region.  Beyond  a  realistic  geopolitical  view,  the  U.S.  must  be  more  consistently 
engaged  at  the  highest  levels.  It  is  widely  lamented  by  government  officials  and  academics  in 
the  US,  India  and  Pakistan,  that  the  U.S.  has  lacked  consistency  in  its  dealings  in  the  region 
since  the  end  of  WWII.®^  The  volatile  actions  of  India  and  Pakistan  do  not  need  an 
accompanying  inconsistency  and  vacillation  in  U.S.  policy  and  commitment. 

Hand-in-hand  with  consistency  is  subtlety.  The  U.S.  has  demonstrated  an  increasingly 
sophisticated  understanding  of  the  region  starting  with  the  1 999  Kargil  war,  but  the  Global  War 
On  Terrorism  appears  to  have  temporarily  retarded  progress  in  this  area.  After  September  1 1 
the  U.S.  came  back  into  the  region  in  a  big  way,  with  little  subtlety  or  consideration  of  its  impact 
on  the  local  players.  India  and  Pakistan  are  proud  countries  and  neither  the  public  nor  political 
leaders  take  well  to  a  traditionally  blunt  American  approach.  Throughout  the  Cold  War,  the  U.S. 
tended  to  view  South  Asia  as  merely  part  of  the  US-USSR  chessboard.  This  resulted  in  an 
inability  to  see,  or  a  lack  of  interest  in,  second  and  third  order  effects  of  its  policies.  An  example 
would  be  arms  sales  to  Pakistan  intended  to  counter  the  Soviet  Union,  which  India  saw  as  a 
direct  threat.®®  India  still  has  a  lingering  distrust  of  American  motives  based  on  the  experiences 
of  the  Cold  War,  coupled  with  a  strong  anti-colonial  streak  that  has  evolved  into  an  anti- 
Western/U.S.  sentiment.  ®®  Thus,  the  U.S.  should  carefully  avoid  the  appearance  of  running  the 
show.  For  its  part  Pakistan  also  has  bad  memories  of  dealing  with  the  United  States,  and 
perceives  a  pro-India  tilt  in  recent  U.S.  actions.®®  On  the  other  hand,  Pakistan  seeks  outside 
help  in  resolving  the  issue  of  Kashmir,  a  desire  that  stems  from  the  realization  that  alone,  it  is 
unlikely  to  change  the  status  quo. 

Thus,  a  consistent  nuanced  approach  is  foundational  for  any  U.S.  action  in  South  Asia, 
but  what  course  should  the  U.S.  take?  To  synthesize  the  NSS,  the  two  uppermost  aims  of  the 
U.S.  with  respect  to  India  and  Pakistan  are  defeating  terrorism  and  ensuring  nuclear  peace  and 
stability.  Within  the  overall  heading  of  nuclear  stability,  there  are  several  key  issues  for  the  U.S. 
which  will  be  examined  here:  ABM's,  Confidence  Building  Measures  (CBM’s),  nuclear  control 
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and  security,  non-proliferation,  and  arms  limitations.  These  issues  are  all  interrelated,  but  will 
be  treated  sequentially.  Defeating  terrorism  also  ties  in  with  nuclear  stability  in  a  major  way,  but 
will  only  be  addressed  tangentially  in  this  analysis. 

Underlying  everything  relating  to  South  Asia  is  the  problem  of  Kashmir.  The  significant 
risk  of  Kashmir  becoming  the  ignition  source  for  a  nuclear  exchange  between  India  and 
Pakistan  has  already  been  demonstrated.  Besides  the  physical  danger,  the  issue  of  Kashmir 
has  been  a  significant  anchor  for  both  countries.  In  India’s  case  it  has  retarded  the  drive 
towards  internationally  recognized  great  power  status.®’  For  Pakistan  the  drain  has  been  more 
dramatic,  leaving  it  economically  and  politically  weak.®^  The  United  States  has  stated  clearly 
that  it  will  not  mediate  the  Kashmir  issue:  “the  decision-makers  are  India  and  Pakistan,  so  there 
will  not  be  a  third  chair  at  the  table.”®®  However,  the  U.S.  should  be  a  facilitator  and  bring  India 
and  Pakistan  to  the  bargaining  table,  but  it  should  not  propose  any  specific  solution,  because  of 
the  polarization  that  would  result  should  only  one  side  support  it.®''  The  bottom  line  is  that  the 
U.S.  should  work  to  improve  relations  between  India  and  Pakistan  to  the  point  that  they  will 
negotiate  in  good  faith  with  each  other.  One  additional  note  deserves  mention.  Kashmir  must 
be  compartmentalized.  Previously,  progress  on  any  issue  was  dependent  on  a  solution  to  the 
Kashmir  issue  according  to  Pakistan.  This  “Kashmir  first”  position  has  been  voiced  repeatedly 
by  Pakistan  over  the  years.®®  Decoupling  Kashmir  is  key  to  building  a  workable  dialogue.  For 
example,  India  and  China  were  able  to  improve  relations,  despite  an  ongoing  territorial  dispute 
where  the  parties  have  “agreed  to  disagree.”  The  counterpoint  is  that  the  level  of  distrust  and 
animosity  between  India  and  China  is  not  nearly  as  deep  as  that  between  India  and  Pakistan. 

THE  SALE  OF  ABM’S  TO  INDIA 

The  most  immediate  decision  that  the  United  States  faces  concerns  the  sale  of  ABM’s  to 
India.  Analysts  who  otherwise  agree  on  most  South  Asia  issues  are  divided  over  the  wisdom  of 
selling  ABM’s  to  India.®®  Given  two  roughly  equally  matched  nuclear  states,  an  effective  and 
comprehensive  ABM  system  that  puts  in  question  one  side’s  ability  to  inflict  unacceptable 
damage  on  the  other  is  potentially  destabilizing.  Limited  non-comprehensive  ABM’s,  such  as 
the  system  under  consideration,  can  be  stabilizing  -  by  protecting  a  second-strike  capability  or 
other  limited  high-value  areas,  and  defeating  small  scale  or  rogue  actor  attacks.®^  However, 
when  applied  against  relatively  small  arsenals,  such  as  Pakistan’s,  even  limited  coverage 
ABM’s  could  be  fairly  comprehensive  in  their  protection.  Thus  the  impact  on  stability  of  an 
Indian  ABM  is  unclear. 
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The  U.S.  has  several  courses  of  action  available  with  respect  to  the  sale  of  ABM’s.  It  can 
approve  or  disapprove  the  sale  in  isolation,  or  it  can  approve  the  sale  and  take  additional 
actions  to  increase  stability.  One  should  note  that  Russia  is  “waiting  in  the  wings”  with  its  own 
ABM  systems  that  require  no  U.S.  approval.®®  In  addition,  any  course  of  action  concerns  not 
only  the  U.S.,  Israel  and  India,  but  also  Pakistan,  the  only  Muslim  nuclear  power,  and  even 
China. 

The  international  criticism  that  the  U.S.  has  faced  since  withdrawing  from  the  ABM  treaty 
is  also  significant.  Assuming  that  there  is  no  nuclear  war  with  Pakistan,  allowing  India  to 
proceed  bolsters  the  U.S.  case  that  self-defense  is  paramount  and  not  destabilizing.  Approval 
would  also  enhance  cooperation  and  understanding  between  the  U.S.  and  India  and  complete 
the  turn-around  since  India  since  first  supported,  then  adopted  a  muted  stance  on  the  U.S. 
withdrawal  from  the  ABM  treaty.  On  a  moral  level,  the  U.S.  has  already  declared  that  it  is 
pursuing  an  ABM  shield,  thus  making  it  very  difficult  to  deny  publicly  the  same  to  other 
countries,  especially  the  world’s  largest  democracy.  However  with  the  U.S.  and  India  pursuing 
ABM’s,  China  could  decide  to  do  the  same  or  increase  the  pace  of  improvement  of  its  offensive 
arsenal.  This  in  turn  could  cause  a  cascade  of  force  increases  throughout  Asia.  Denying  the 
sale  of  ABM’s  to  India  would  damage  the  U.S.  internationally  by  strongly  reinforcing  the  existing 
perception  of  a  unilateralist  U.S.  applying  a  double  standard  even  in  terms  of  defensive 
weapons.  Additionally,  ABM’s  are  a  boom  market  in  international  arms  sales.  By  trying  to  block 
this  sale  the  U.S.  would  be  “swimming  upstream”  against  a  very  strong  current  for  relatively  little 
gain.  Finally,  the  line  between  anti-aircraft  systems,  which  are  seen  as  a  normal  part  of  a 
country’s  arsenal,  and  ABM  systems,  which  had  been  a  gray  area  outside  the  “normal”  range  of 
weaponry,  is  blurring  to  the  point  of  invisibility.  For  these  reasons,  the  U.S.  should  approve  the 
ABM  sales.  However,  to  the  uncertain  impact  of  ABM’s  on  deterrence,  it  would  be  prudent  for 
the  U.S.  to  take  additional  measures  to  increase  stability. 

Along  with  approving  the  sale  of  ABM’s,  the  U.S.  could  sell  or  give  Pakistan  stabilizing 
weapons  or  support  systems  such  as  ABM’s  of  their  own,  C®  systems,  or  hardening  technology. 
Allowing  Pakistan  the  advanced  technology  that  it  badly  wants  would  demonstrate 
evenhandedness  and  reassure  a  very  nervous  Pakistan  of  long-term  U.S.  interest  in  its  well¬ 
being.  Alternatively,  the  U.S.  could  aid  both  sides.  Since  their  formation,  both  India  and 
Pakistan  have  repeatedly  misjudged,  or  lacked  good  intelligence  on,  the  intentions  or  actions  of 
the  other  side.  During  the  Kargil  conflict  it  even  appears  that  the  President  of  Pakistan  was  not 
aware  of  the  increased  readiness  state  of  his  nuclear  forces.^®  Information  sharing  by  the  U.S. 
could  significantly  reduce  fog  and  friction,  but  carries  some  security  risk  for  the  U.S. 
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The  conclusion  is  that  the  U.S.  should  approve  the  sale  of  an  ABM  system  to  India,  but 
should  also  take  steps  to  increase  stability,  particularly  through  aid  to  Pakistan  and  perhaps 
intelligence  sharing  with  both  countries.  Tying  back  into  the  war  on  terrorism  however,  aid  to 
Pakistan  should  be  contingent  on  non-proliferation  and  elimination  of  support  for  terrorist 
organizations. 

CONFIDENCE  BUILDING  MEASURES 

The  building  of  trust  is  fundamental  to  any  course  of  action  in  the  region.  There  has  been 
little  formal  communication  between  the  two  countries  since  1999.  As  the  Council  on  Foreign 
Relations  reports: "...  especially  in  the  absence  of  India-Pakistan  nuclear  discussions  and 
CBMs,  the  threat  of  any  major  conflict  going  nuclear  remains  real.”^^  Communications  started  to 
improve  in  late  2003,  with  dialogue  between  the  heads  of  state  and  the  resumption  of  formal 
negotiations  on  a  variety  of  issues.  But  there  is  a  long  way  to  go.^^  U.S.  support  of  continued 
dialogue  is  considered  vital,  and  U.S.  pressure  on  both  parties  is  partially  credited  for  the 
improved  communications.^®  India  and  Pakistan  have  proposed  a  range  of  CBMs,  of  which  the 
least  controversial  are  resuming  sports  competitions  and  transportation  links.^"'  A  cooperative 
venture  that  the  U.S.  could  effectively  sponsor  would  involve  the  two  militaries  working  side-by- 
side  in  third  country  peacekeeping  efforts. 

NUCLEAR  CONTROL  AND  SECURITY 

The  political  turmoil  in  both  countries  is  another  significant  factor  in  any  U.S.  action.  The 
Indian  ruling  party,  the  BJP,  is  ostensibly  a  Hindu-Nationalist  party.  Its  actions,  and  those  of 
some  smaller,  more  extreme  parties  that  are  partners  in  the  coalition  government,  have  kept 
Hindu-Muslim  tensions  high  within  India.^®  More  disturbing  is  the  obvious  fragility  of  the 
Pakistani  government.  The  United  States  must  consider  potential  parallels  to  Iran  in  the  1 970’s, 
where  considerable  U.S.  high  technology  fell  into  the  hands  of  an  anti-U.S.  government.  One  of 
the  most  serious  concerns  with  respect  to  Pakistan’s  nuclear  arsenal  is  theft  by  radical  Islamist 
elements  within  the  military.  These  elements  could  then  use  the  weapons  directly,  pass  them 
on,  or  sell  them  to  a  third  party  who  could  use  them.  Pakistan  has  publicly  announced  steps  to 
counter  this  possibility.^®  President  Musharraf  is  moving  to  establish  secular/personal  control  of 
the  government  and  military,  but  this  goal  remains  elusive  -  there  have  been  at  least  three 
attempts  on  his  life  by  Islamic  fundamentalists  in  the  past  two  years.^’’ 

Pakistan  has  a  dismal  record  of  democratic  government  stability.  The  current  President 
came  to  power  in  a  coup,  ousting  a  democratically  elected  President.  Moreover,  Pakistan  does 
not  exercise  complete  sovereignty  over  all  its  territory.  The  military  is  vying  to  establish  control 
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over  the  tribal  areas  along  the  border  with  Afghanistan.  In  truly  open  elections  in  the  future,  it  is 
entirely  possible  that  a  Taliban-like  government  could  be  elected.  Fundamentalist  parties  have 
already  won  control  of  one  province,  share  power  in  another,  and  have  directly  contested  the 
central  government's  authority.^®  Another  danger,  based  on  a  demonstrated  readiness  to  sell 
weapons  technology,  is  that  cash-strapped  Pakistan  may  sell  complete  weapons  to  a  third 
party. 

For  these  reasons,  the  surety  and  security  of  both  nuclear  arsenals  is  a  major  issue  of 
vital  interest  to  all,  and  it  is  an  area  where  the  U.S.  can  make  a  direct  contribution.  The  U.S. 
has  a  wealth  of  experience  and  knowledge  on  the  safety  and  control  of  nuclear  weapons  such 
as  permissive  action  links,  fail-safes,  and  command  and  control  procedures.  Sharing  this 
knowledge  would  benefit  all  parties  since  each  side  would  have  increased  confidence  in,  and 
less  ambiguity  about,  the  other  side’s  arsenal,  thereby  decreasing  the  chances  of 
miscalculation. 

NON-PROLIFERATION 

To  date,  India  has  shown  no  tendency  to  proliferate  its  technology.  Pakistan,  however, 
appears  to  present  a  problem.  Persistent  reports  suggest  that  Pakistan  has  exported  at  least 
some  key  technology  and  expertise  and  perhaps  complete  weapons  to  Korea,  Iran  and  others.®” 
In  early  2004,  facing  increasing  evidence  of  proliferation,  Pakistan  admitted  that  government 
scientists  were  responsible,  but  denied  any  official  government  complicity. 

Non-proliferation  is  a  key  area  where  the  United  States  needs  to  take  a  firm  stand.  The 
Council  on  Foreign  Relations  recommends  closely  linking  any  aid  beyond  a  base  level  to 
Pakistan's  performance  on  key  issues,  with  non-proliferation  being  the  highest  priority.  “  The 
U.S.  should  support  revising  international  nonproliferation  agreements  in  a  way  that  engages 
countries  like  India  and  Pakistan.  The  current  NonProliferation  Treaty  and  U.S.  law  penalize 
“new”  nuclear  countries  in  an  effort  to  turn  the  clock  back  -  there  are  no  structures  that  would 
accept  irreversibly  nuclear  countries  and  motivate  them  to  “close  the  door  behind  them.”  As 
Mohamed  El  Baradei,  the  Director-General  of  the  International  Atomic  Energy  Agency,  stated, 
referring  to  India,  Pakistan  and  Israel,  “ultimately...  the  nonproliferation  regime  will  not  survive 
without  them.’®® 


14 


NUCLEAR  ARMS  LIMITATION 

The  United  States  must  do  Its  utmost  to  prevent  the  spread  of  nuclear  weapons 
technology.  But  once  proliferation  has  taken  place,  it  should  not  tilt  against 
windmills.®'* 

—  Henry  Kissinger 

Closely  related  to  non-proliferation  Is  arms  limitation.  There  have  been  notable  successes 
persuading  countries  such  as  Ukraine,  Brazil,  and  South  Africa  to  give  up  nuclear  weapons  and 
weapons  programs.  But,  as  stated  recently  In  a  major  policy  study,  “...the  nuclearization  of 
South  Asia  is  a  fact  that  cannot  be  reversed.”®®  After  about  a  decade  of  playing  Don  Quixote, 
the  U.S.  apparently  realized  the  futility  of  seeking  to  rollback  the  programs  of  India  and 
Pakistan.  This  does  not  mean  that  the  U.S.  and  the  international  community  should  abandon  all 
efforts  at  limiting  weapon  development. 

India  and  Pakistan  have  often  stated  the  desire  to  avoid  an  arms  race,  at  least  in  terms  of 
numbers,  but  what  about  warhead  technology?  The  proven  level  of  weapon  development  of 
both  countries  Is  at  the  gun-type  fission  warhead.  This  design  is  relatively  simple  and  can  thus 
be  reasonably  expected  to  work  the  first  time,  even  if  untested.  Other  higher-yield  nuclear 
weapon  designs  are  significantly  more  complicated  and  must  be  tested  to  verify  functionality 
and  prove  capability  to  the  world.  It  Is  quite  possible  that  India  and  Pakistan  possess  workable, 
tested,  higher-yield  warhead  designs,  but  there  Is  no  conclusive  evidence.®® 

India  and  Pakistan  should  be  encouraged  to  remain  on  this  comfortable  plateau  rather 
than  risk  the  climb  to  a  higher  level  of  development.  By  proving  their  ability  to  construct  nuclear 
weapons,  India  and  Pakistan  achieved  their  basic  goal  to  become  acknowledged  nuclear 
powers.  Given  the  lack  of  testing  subsequent  to  the  1 998  tests,  pronouncements  by  both  sides 
that  they  will  not  resume  testing,  and  the  high  diplomatic  and  economic  costs  of  resuming 
testing,  India  and  Pakistan  are  on  a  plateau  of  development  -  a  quasl-stable  equilibrium.  This  is 
an  under-appreciated  aspect  of  South  Asian  stability,  and  an  area  where  the  U.S.,  leading  the 
international  community,  can  exert  substantial  leverage.  A  relatively  modest  set  of  inducements 
could  keep  both  countries  on  the  plateau  of  simple  fission  weapons  arsenals. 

CONCLUSION 

The  distrust  and  divisions  between  India  and  Pakistan  are  very  deep-seated,  but  not 
insurmountable.  The  danger  of  nuclear  conflict  between  the  South  Asian  rivals  demands  a 
subtle,  nuanced  approach  from  the  U.S.  that  appreciates  the  interconnectedness  of  the  major 
issues.  In  its  approach  to  India  and  Pakistan,  the  single  most  Important  quality  for  effective  U.S. 
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action  is  consistency.  Both  countries  are  very  sensitive  to  oscillations  in  U.S.  policy.  The  U.S. 
should  manage  the  Introduction  of  ABM’s  to  the  region  in  such  a  way  that  is  not  destabilizing. 
The  U.S.  can  and  should  undertake  a  range  of  actions  to  Increase  stability,  including  technical 
aid,  intelligence  sharing,  and  encouraging  increased  dialogue  and  building  of  trust  between 
India  and  Pakistan.  With  international  help,  the  U.S.  could  Induce  India  and  Pakistan  to  remain 
on  their  current  plateau  of  nuclear  development,  thus  forgoing  at  least  one  aspect  of  a  South 
Asian  arms  race.  All  these  actions  would  Increase  nuclear  stability  in  the  region  and  thus 
benefit  U.S.  national  security. 
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